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2 
In ProSe 

3 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiffs, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $723,000 AND 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

10 ) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; ) 
25 

26 
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FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

27 
JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

28 SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $723,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 

COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY 
3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) ii"< AIU£ It:! 

STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) 
4 ) 

13 GENEL.DODARO,COMPTROLLER ) 
5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT 

6 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); 

) 
14 MALCOLM DOUGHER1Y, ) 

7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 

) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, CHIEF ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LAURI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 

GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
21 ) 

19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 
22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

CALIFORNIA; ) 
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JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 

3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRIMINAL INVEsTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 RON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 
JUDICIARY; ) 

) 

9 
25 RON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 
26 RON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 
) 

27 RON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 
) 

28 RON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 

29 RON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

18 ) 

30 RON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 

19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 
) 

31 RON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 RON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 RON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 
CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 
) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 
) 

FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JM.J FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 
) 

AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or amotion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identify and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRiMINAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct oftheir subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is npw 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in theUSA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,174, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 ofiCC: 1). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 

n ~ 
FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNI=T;;:::E;;:::D-::S;;;T:-:A-;:;:T;:::E::::Sc::D::;IS;:;;T;;:RI=C::::T~C~O;:::UR=T=-,....,IN::-:-ANY-:=::-:--

28 JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $723,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 

IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Perfonnance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy finn ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October I, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No. 3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No. 4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. l 0: A voidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18,19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21,22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48,49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES 1 - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 

27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALWORNIASENATEEQC ) 
OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 HON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 HON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 
) 

31 HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 HON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 
CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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·s 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 
) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 
) 

FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; • ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 
) 

AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 

-4-

FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $543,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 

IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identify and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRThflNALENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,l74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel 31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 of!CC: 1). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 refe1red to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURY TRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a , nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge writtendisclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October 1, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No. I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. 1 0: A voidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21,22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES 1 - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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1 

2 
ProSe 

3 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiffs, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $874,000 AND 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; ) 
25 

26 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 

COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 
2 ) 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) 
3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) ~ 

STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) t"~l~ 

4 ) 

13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 
5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT 

6 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); 

) 
14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 

7 ·DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 

) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LAURI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 

GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

21 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 
22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 
2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 
3 PROP 65, ARSENlC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 
JUDICIARY; ) 

) 

9 
25 HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 
26 HON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 
) 

27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 

28 HON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 HON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNlTED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

18 ) 

30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 
) 

31 HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 HON. LIDS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 
CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 
) 

36 JIM STEIBERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 

39 ) 
FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 
) 

AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be .served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bri'ng itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identifY and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of "respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any comt in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,J74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 oflCC: !). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jmy with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mocke~y out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E 's engineering consultancy finn ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October I, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of20!5, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.1: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No.2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fi·audulent enrichment. (Mr. lzbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No. 4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. 10: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21, 22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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2 

3 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiff, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $368,000 AND 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF . ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; 
25 

) 

26 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 
12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) --ilil!llllif 

3· INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) ~'l!!ll!!ll~fEI!I'M!Iillili?!ft 

STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) fili!ll/l?--~~ 

4 ) 
13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 

5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT ) ~'{<II fliillli!lr' 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); ) 

6 ) 
14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 

7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 

) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 
GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

21 ) 
19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 

22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 
CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 
2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSHITA, DISCLOSURE ) 
3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 
U.S. EPA CRlMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 RON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 
JUDICIARY; ) 

) 

9 25 RON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 RON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 

27 RON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 
OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 RON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 RON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 RON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 31 RON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY 
) 
) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 RON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 RON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO 
) 
) 

COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 
) 

FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BANCORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 
50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 

) 
AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer. to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identifY and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMlNAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the rNTERNA TIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg, 174, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "A1ticle 7 oflCC: !). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided ap.d abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Perfonnance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURlSDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October I, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $368,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURlES SUSTAINED 

IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.1: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, ur\iust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No. 6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. 10: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein ElR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21,22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES 1 - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23,2015 

28 OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $368,000 AND NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
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1 

2 

3 In ProSe 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiff, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE • 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $448,000 AND 
) NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; ) 
25 

26 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 
12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) ~;,;4!~§~¥~ 

3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) 
STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) 

4 ) 
13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 

5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT ) 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); ) f!!:.w"'!B!III!iltJ!ILI II» 

6 ) 
14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 

7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 
) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSIST ANT ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 
GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

21 ) 
19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 

22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 
CALIFORNIA; ) 

27 -2-

28 FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 
JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $448,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
Tl\..T 'T'UU A l\tl"flTTl'lo.TT £"\U €''1.='0 l\1\(\ li'Dfll\K AT T T\UUUl\.Tn A 1\.TTC' Tl\..Tr"T TTT\.Tl\..11"" 'T'U£l.C'l;' l""'lfll\.T'T'TlTDTT'T'r\.T'lto'T 



1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 
AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 
22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 

3 PROP 65, ARSENlC AND URANIUM; ) 
) 

4 23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 
U.S. EPA CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 JUDICIARY; ) 
) 

9 25 HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 
SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 HON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 
D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 
27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNlA SENATE EQC ) 
OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 HON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 HON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNlTED STATES ) 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

18 ) 
30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 

19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 
) 

20 31 HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 HON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 ) 
) 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 
) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 

39 ) 
FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BANCORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 
50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 

) 
AND DOES 1- 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules·ofCivil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 

-4-

FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 
JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $448,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
Tllo.T 'T'"[]"''jl A 1\,..£\Tll\T'T' £\11' q:o".c::n nnn UDf\M AT T T\li'"U)j\11Jl\ A 1\TT~ Tl\Tr'T _TffiTNC TJ::r{)~l?. rON'l'"DmTTT(lDV 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

provide enough information so the alleged violator can identify and address the alleged violations. In this 

case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT 

The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

for the corporation, under the doctrine of "respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is npw 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg, 174, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel3 I (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 of!CC: I). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jmy, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town· of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appmtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 repmt to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy finn ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October 1, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 ce1tified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real prope1ties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DlEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, constmed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. 10: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21, 22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45., 46, 47, 48,49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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1 

2 

3 In ProSe 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiff, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $447,000 AND 
) NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

11 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; ) 
25 

26 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 
12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) 

3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) 
STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) 

4 ) 
13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 

5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT ) ~IJi!lli!IJFJrTFIIIII 

6 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); ) 

) 
14 MALCOlM DOUGHERTY, ) 

7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 
) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LAURI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 
GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

21 ) 
19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 

22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 
CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 
AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 
22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 

3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 23 
) 

JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 
U.S. EPA CRlMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 JUDICIARY; ) 
) 

9 25 HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 
SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 HON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 
D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 
27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 
OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 HON. BOB WlECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 HON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

) 
20 31 HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 HON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 ) 
) 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 
) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 

39 ) 
FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFlC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FffiST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH. ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 
50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 

) 
AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

provide enough information so the alleged violator can identifY and address the alleged violations. In this 

case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient [K.S. Wild v. Mac Whorter, (9th Cir. 20 I 5) 

14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

CRThflNALENFORCEMENT 

The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they .can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is npw 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California Jaws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,l74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 ofiCC: !). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in atticles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presidingjudge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 repmt to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy finn ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October 1, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 . Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of20 15, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other tha1i in 

26 tl1e State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 

v ~ 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.!: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No.2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. 10: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. II: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21, 22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation of PG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no cmTent lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Joumalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48,49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES 1 - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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1 

2 

3 In ProSe 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiffs, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23,2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; } AMOUNT OF $730,000 AND 
) NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, · 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 
. 10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 

24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 
BERNARDINO; ) 

25 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 

COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 
2 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY 
3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) 

STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) 
4 ) 

13 GENEL.DODARO,COMPTROLLER ) 
5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT 

6 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); #iw(ii4" "' '' 

) 
',, ,J,>4,,;q 

14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 
7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 

) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 

GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

STAT:t OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
21 ) 

19 KIMBERLY NiEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 
22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 
2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 
3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANlUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRIMlNAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 RON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 JUDICIARY; ) 
) 

9 25 RON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 RON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 

27 RON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 

28 RON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 RON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNlTED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 RON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 31 

) 

RON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 RON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 RON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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21 
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ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; 

BLAINE .TECH SERVICES, INC.; 

JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; 

MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
FARGO ROME MORTGAGE; 

UNION BANK; N.A. 

JP MORGANCRASE, N.A. 

U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; 

ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; 

PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; 

NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; 

FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 

JMJ FUNDING; 

GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECR 
MORTGAGE CORP.; 

MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; 

AND DOES 1- 500, INCLUSIVE, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

RESPONEDNTS. ~ 
Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 
thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 
For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

provide enough information so the alleged violator can identifY and address the alleged violations. In this 

case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 20 15) 

14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

CRThflNALENFORCEMENT 

The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that inclu!ies those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,J74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 ofiCC: I). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy finn ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October I, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim( s )), has decided, since July of 2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 ce1tified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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. ,. 

1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Jzbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distmt facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No. 4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. I 0: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. II: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21, 22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48,49 and 50: Violation ofU.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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1 

2 

3 In ProSe 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT,. 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiff, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $880,000 AND 
) NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD. (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; ) 
25 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 

COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 
2 ) 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) 
3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) 

STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) 
4 ) 

13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 
5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT ) llillilji~ illir ' ~ 

ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); ) 
• .,,,2A\YIZ (Ji'f 

6 ) 
14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 

7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 

) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 

GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
21 ) 

19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 
22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 
AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 
3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 JUDICIARY; ) 
) 

9 25 HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 HON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 

27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 HON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 HON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

18 ) 

30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 
) 

31 HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 HON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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1 34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

2 35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 

JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO 
) 

3 36 ) 

COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
4 INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

5 37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 
6 ) 

38 BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; ) 
7 ) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS ) 
8 FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

9 40 UNION BANK; N.A. 
) 
) 

10 41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

11 42 U.S. BANK; US BANCORP; ) 
) 

12 43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

13 44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

14 45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

15 46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

16 47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

17 48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

18 49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 

MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

19 ) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 

20 ) 

AND DOES 1-500, INCLUSIVE, ) 
21 ) 

RESPONEDNTS. ) 
22 ) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must 

23 serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

24 Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

25 motiou must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

26 For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affinned that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a fonn of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for detennining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough infonnation so the alleged violator can identifY and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. Mac Whorter, (9th Cir. 20 15) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations: crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRThUNALENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,l74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel 31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 of!CC: I). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating,to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by rnling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURlSDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, dne to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisone.d realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based npon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October 1, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of.Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TR1AL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No. I: Ail as aiieged therein ail Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant repmt, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No. 3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: Ail as alleged therein ail Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein ail Volumes .. 

12 No. IO: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. I I: Utmost disregard of ail facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. I 4: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No.15, 16, I7, 18, 19and20:AIIasallegedina11Volumes. 

19 No. 21, 22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 3I, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 4I, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48,49 and 50: Violation ofU.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of ail final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aidirig and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 

27 -8-
FINAL AND OFFICiAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UN:;:;I;:;;T::::::ED:::::-::S::::T:-:A:;:;T;:;;E:::;S:;:;D~IS;:;;T;;::RI=c:::T~C~O~UR=T;;:;,--:::::IN::-ANY-:-::-:::-::--

28 JURlSDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $880,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURiES SUSTAINED 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY · 
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1 

2 

3 In ProSe 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiffs, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $527,000 AND 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A.IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; ) 
25 

26 
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3 
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6 

7 

8 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO 
COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY 
INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA 
STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; 

13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); 

14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, 
DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); 

15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA; 

16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA; 

17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR 
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, 
LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA; 

18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING 
GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; -

19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF 
COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; 

20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, 
STATE WATER RESOURCES 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA; 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL!EPA; ) 
2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 
3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 RON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 JUDICIARY; ) 
) 

9 25 RON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 
SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 RON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 

27 RON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 

28 RON. BOB WlECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 RON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 RON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 31 

) 

RON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 RON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COl\1MITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 RON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 
CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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13 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
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21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MlllLL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 
) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 

39 ) 
FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BANCORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, J;NC; ) 
) 

AND DOES 1-500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents mnst ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identi:fY and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMINALENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg, 174, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel 31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 of!CC: I). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to Jet each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (,Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in tl1is, now a ghost town, 

15 and witl1 massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October 1, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within tl1e aquifers 

19 beneatl1 the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneatl1 all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No. 6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. I 0: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. II: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21,22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23,2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $527,000 AND NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 

IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUJ:ORY 



1 

2 

3 In ProSe 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiffs, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $546,000 AND 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LT.D. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 
7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; 
25 

) 

26 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 
12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) ~~~~-

3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) tlillllt~~lf!ISI ]J-IIIJClilrWf 
STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) ·~-1\J&~tf 

4 ) 
13 GENEL.DODARO,COMPTROLLER ) 

5 
~~~~~~i~;g~~:6); l81'>~QllD. JUililllllfiiW!-r 

6 ) 
14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 

7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 
) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

.12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 
GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

21 ) 
19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 

22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 
CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRU.TILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 
AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 
22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 

3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 
U.S. EPA CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 JUDICIARY; ) 
) 

9 25 HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 HON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 
D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 

27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 HON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 HON.PAULCOOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNlTED STATES. ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

) 
20 31 HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 HON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MIDLL, INC.; ) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; 
) 
) 

36 
) 

JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

38 BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 
) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 
) 

FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BANCORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJFUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 
50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 

) 
AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affinned that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a fonn of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough infonnation so the alleged violator can identity and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite infonnation. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive iiTeparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMJNAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of "respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVffiONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, Califomia 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,l74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 ofiCC: 1). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible. 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction , nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated . 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October 1, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN TIIE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.1: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. lzbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No. 6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. 10: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EJR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21, 22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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By: By: 

FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 
JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23,2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $546,000 AND NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 

2 

3 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiff, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $880,000 AND 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 
7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; 
25 

) 

26 
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FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

27 JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

28 SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $880,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED .... -.. 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY : 



1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 

COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 
2 ) 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) l1iil!IIIIJ!5IIfl$1'/nJ;:IU 

3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) -'If~ 
lrf~1~l<:-i:fl!lliilli!il181:1t'~~~ 

STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) M~~.J ": - - - <PH-&1!)//iJ.J,~ 

4 ) 

13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 
5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT ) 1'!1Jl1ll ~iilf&]!ls '2111 

ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); ) 
6 ) 

14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 
7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 
) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 

GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

21 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 
22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ' ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

CALIFORNIA; ) 
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JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23,2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 

3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 

) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRlMlNAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 
JUDICIARY; ) 

) 

9 
25 HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 
26 HON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 
) 

27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 
) 

28 HON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 
) 

29 HON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

18 
) 

30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 

19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 31 

) 

HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 

) 

32 HON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 
CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 

36 JIM STEIBERRG, SAN BERNARDINO 
) 
) 

COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 

INLANDVALLEYDAILYBVLLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 
) 

FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. 
) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. 
) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BANCORP; 
) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; 
) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 

MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 
) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 
) 

AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the 
) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or 
) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $880,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINJ! 

TN 'l'lffi AMOUNT OF $250,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identifY and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. Mac Whorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of "respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents: 

5 THE ENVlRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in conce1t with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg, 174, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 of ICC: 1). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 

27 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand ofthe Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E' s engineering consultal)CY firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October 1, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town ofHink1ey, CA 9234 7, with the PG&E 's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 

n ~ 
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28 JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $880,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINEI 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No. 6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. I 0: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. II: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21,22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPQ&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30. 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48,49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES 1 - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

JlJRISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23,2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $880,000 AND NONECOMING, HEALTH INJlJRIES SUSTAINED 
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1 

2 

3 In ProSe 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiffs, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23,2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE · 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $463,000 AND 

9 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 

7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMEl\'TAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; 
25 

) 

26 
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JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 

COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) 4l'llt,trl'!ifl[I~<•JJ~;<rz&~l~ 

3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) J lfl!ltilliJi ii:J.litlfi!l 
STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) . ~'tJ 

4 ) 

13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 
5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT 

6 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); 

) 

14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 
7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 

. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 

) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LAURI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 

GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

21 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 
22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSHITA, DISCLOSURE ) 
3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRIMlNAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DMSION; ) 

) 

7 
24 RON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 
JUDICIARY; ) 

) 

9 
25 RON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 
26 RON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 
) 

27 RON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 
) 

28 RON. BOB WlECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 

29 RON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

18 ) 

30 RON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 

19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 31 RON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY 
) 
) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 RON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMIT.TEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 RON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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1 34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

2 35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 
) 

. f .;. 

3 36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 

4 INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

5 37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 
6 ) 

38 BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; ) 
7 ) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS ) 
8 FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

9 40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

10 41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

11 42 U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; ) 
) 

12 43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

13 44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

14 45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

15 46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

16 47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

17 48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

18 49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

19 ) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 
20 ) 

AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 
21 ) 

RESPONEDNTS~ ) 
22 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

23 serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

24 Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

25 motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

26 For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identify and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of "respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitntion's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California Jaws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims fi·om the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,l74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 of!CC: 1). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning,. preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction , nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to let each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presidingjudge'swhim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October I, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent{s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 
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1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No. I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No. 4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No.6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. 10: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21,22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Joumalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 
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1 Dated: October 31, 2015 

2 

3 
By: 
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1 

2 

3 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiff, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23,2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $648,000 AND 

9 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 
7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; ) 
25 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 
fia:JliJ!y~~ 

12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) jjllllrlllllllllil l't ••41 3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) wrruq;~~&<~'tt 
STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) -"<" "'~4& 

4 ) 
13 GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER ) 

5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT ) ••••• ;.ij'llft iii4J 

6 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); ) 

) 
14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 

7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 
) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P.E., ASSISTANT ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 
GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

21 ) 
19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 

22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 
CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 
AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 

2 ) 
22 CYNTHIA OSHITA, DISCLOSURE ) 

3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRlMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 RON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 JUDICIARY; ) 
) 

9 25 RON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 
SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 RON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 
D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 
REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 
27 RON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 RON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 RON. PAUL COOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 RON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

20 31 
) 

RON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 RON. LUIS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 RON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 

27 -3-

28 FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $648,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED. 

IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 

.2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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27 

28 

34 ARCADIS; CH2MillLL, 1NC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, 1NC.; ) 
) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARD1NO ) 
COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLET1N; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, 1NC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 

39 ) 
FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48. JMJ FUND1NG; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVIC1NG; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 
50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, 1NC; ) 

) 
AND DOES 1-500, 1NCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days mle to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identify and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required information, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of "respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 . which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Justice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation oftbe U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents fi"om the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, California 9234 7, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 · sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,l74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Te131 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "Article 7 of!CC: 1). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jmy, nor tolerating a presiding judge acting out of jurisdiction, nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jmy. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest ofjnstice to Jet each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jmy, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURiSDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ill by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appurtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based upon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E' s engineering consultancy firm ARCADIS, which occurred on 

18 October I, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)), has decided, since July of2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 

n + 
FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNI=T::::E:::::D-::S;;:;T;-:-A-;;:T;;;E::::S-;:D::;:IS;;;T;:;;RI=c:;;:;T~C;::;:O;:::UR=T::::,-IN;:::-;:-ANY-:-::-::.:::--

28 JURlSDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $648,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURlES SUSTAINED 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRlAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.1: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No.4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No. 6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

-12 No. 10: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, I 6, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21,22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Journalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 .and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES 1-500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 

27 -8-
FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UN=I=T=ED::-:S::::T:-:-A:::T::::E-:::-S-:::D::::IS::::T:::RI=c=T::-:C::::O::::UR=T=,-:IN=-:-ANY-:-::::::--

28 JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23,2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $648,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $250,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 Dated: October31, 2015 

2 

3 By: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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1 

2 
In ProSe 

3 

4 ) FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN 
) THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 

5 ) IN ANY JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN 
Plaintiffs, ) THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON 

6 vs. ) DECEMBER 23, 2015 OR SOON 
) THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF 

7 1 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC ) RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR 
COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA ) ECONOMIC LOSS SUSTAINED IN THE 

8 CORPORATION; ) AMOUNT OF $723,000 AND 
) NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES 

9 2 JOHN A. IZBICKI, UNITED STATES ) SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, 

10 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS); ) FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING 

) THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
3 PROJECT NAVIGATOR, LTD. ) 

11 ) 
4 STATE OF CALIFORNIA LAHONTAN ) 

12 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 

13 
CONTROL BOARD; ) 

) 

14 
5 STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

CONTROL BOARD (STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

16 6 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9; ) 

17 ) 
7 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

18 PROTECTION AGENCY; ) 
) 

19 8 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
HEALTH HAZARD (STATE OF ) 

20 CALIFORNIA); ) 
) 

21 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ) 

22 ARSENIC AND URANIUM ) 
INVESTIGATION'S UNITS); ) 

23 ) 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ) 
24 SERVICES (DPH) COUNTY OF SAN ) 

BERNARDINO; 
25 

) 

26 
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1 11 BOB DUTON, SAN BERNARDINO ) 
COUNTY OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR; ) 

2 ) 
12 DOUG CORDINER, CHIEF DEPUTY ) ~~ltif)'~RJ0 .. jJJil(:Nii!JIIillllif• 

3 INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA ) . . ~-ill¥li:'!fll 

STATE AUDITOR OFFICE; ) nlil'liii~•·ru,;-. 
4 ) 

13 GENEL.DODARO,COMPTROLLER ) 
5 GENERAL OF U.S. GOVERNMENT 

6 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO); 

14 MALCOLM DOUGHERTY, ) 
7 DIRECTOR AND DAVID C. ) 

8 
RODRIGUEZ, ATTORNEY, ) 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ) 

9 
TRANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS); ) 

) 

10 15 PATTY KOUYOUMDJIAN, ClEF ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER LAHONTAN ) 

11 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

12 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

13 16 LA URI KEMPER, P .E., ASSIST ANT ) 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LAHONTAN ) 

14 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ) 
CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 

15 CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

16 17 LISA DERNBACH, SENIOR ) 
ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST, ) 

17 LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER ) 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, STATE ) 

18 OF CALIFORNIA; ) 
) 

19 18 ANNE HOLDEN, ENGINEERING ) 
GEOLOGIST, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 

20 WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

21 ) 
19 KIMBERLY NIEMEYER, ESQ., STAFF ) 

22 COUNSEL, OFFICE OF CHIEF ) 

23 
COUNSEL, LAHONTAN REGIONAL ) 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, ) 

24 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ) 

) 

25 
20 FELICIA MARCUS, BOARD CHAIR, ) 

STATE WATER RESOURCES ) 

26 CONTROL BOARD, STATE OF ) 
CALIFORNIA; ) 
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1 21 DIANE TRUJILO, ENFORCEMENT ) 

AGENT, CAL/EPA; ) 
2 ) 

22 CYNTHIA OSIDTA, DISCLOSURE ) 
3 PROP 65, ARSENIC AND URANIUM; ) 

4 
) 

23 JULIE JORDAN, DAN DRAZAN AND ) 

5 
TRACY BACK, INVESTIGATORS, ) 

U.S. EPA CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION ) 

6 
DIVISION; ) 

) 

7 
24 HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ) 

8 
JUDICIARY; ) 

) 

9 25 HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. ) 

SENATOR, U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ) 

10 ON ENVIRONMENT; ) 
) 

11 26 HON. NANCY PATRICIA ) 

D' ALESANDRO PELOSI, U.S. ) 

12 CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

13 ) 

27 HON. JERRY HILL, CHAIR ) 

14 CALIFORNIA SENATE EQC ) 

OVERSIGHT; ) 

15 ) 
28 HON. BOB WIECKOWSKI, SENATOR; ) 

16 ) 
29 HON.PAULCOOK, U.S. ) 

17 CONGRESSMAN, UNITED STATES ) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; ) 
18 ) 

30 HON. JAY OBERNOLTE, ) 
19 ASSEMBLYMAN; ) 

) 
20 31 HON. BRIAN DAHLE, ASSEMBLY ) 

21 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY & TM COMMITTEE; ) 

22 
) 

32 HON. LIDS A. ALEJO, ASSEMBLY ) 

23 
MEMBER, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 

SAFETY COMMITTEE; ) 

24 
) 

33 HON. NORMA J. TORRES, ) 

25 
CONGRESSWOMAN, U.S. HOUSE OF ) 

REPRESENTATIVES; ) 

26 
) 
) 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 
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34 ARCADIS; CH2MHILL, INC.; ) 
) 

35 BLAINE TECH SERVICES, INC.; ) 

36 JIM STEffiERRG, SAN BERNARDINO 
) 
) 

COUNTY SUN PUBLICATION AND ) 
INLAND VALLEY DAILY BULLETIN; ) 

37 MIKE LAMB, DESERT DISPATCH; 
) 
) 

LOCAL MEDIA GROUP, INC.; ) 

BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.; 
) 

38 ) 

39 WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.; WELLS 
) 
) 

FARGO HOME MORTGAGE; ) 

40 UNION BANK; N.A. ) 
) 

41 JP MORGAN CHASE, N.A. ) 
) 

42 U.S. BANK; US BAN CORP; ) 
) 

43 ALTA ONE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

44 PACIFIC MARINE CREDIT UNION; ) 
) 

45 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC; ) 
) 

46 FIRST MORTGAGE CORP; ) 
) 

47 CARRINGTON MORTGAGE SERVICES; ) 
) 

48 JMJ FUNDING; ) 
) 

49 GREEN TREE SERVICING; DITECH ) 
MORTGAGE CORP.; ) 

) 

50 MAVEN ASSET MANAGEMENT, INC; ) 
) 

AND DOES 1 - 500, INCLUSIVE, ) 

RESPONEDNTS. 
) 
) 

Notice to U.S. Agency: The Respondents must ) 

serve on the Deponent an answer to the ) 

complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of the ) 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 60-days ) 

thereafter lawsuit is filed. The answer or ) 

motion must be served on Deponent, whose ) 

name and address are stated in the Notice. ) 

For State of California Agency and employees ) 

the 60-days rule to file an answer is applicable. ) 
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1 THE 60-DAYS NOTICE TO SUE 

2 The Ninth Circuit Court has affirmed that a 60-days notice serves two functions. First, it allows 

3 government agencies to take responsibility for enforcement. Second, it allows the alleged violator the chance 

4 to bring itself into full compliance, inclusive but not limited to compensate the Deponents (Victims) for all 

5 economical and noneconomic (health) damages suffered and sustained, in a form of restitutions. 

6 Therefore, the test for determining the sufficiency of a 60-days notice to sue must be: the notice should 

7 provide enough information so the alleged violator can identify and address the alleged violations. In this 

8 case, the first notice sent passed the test, and was thus sufficient. [K.S. Wild v. MacWhorter, (9th Cir. 2015) 

9 14 C.D.O.S. 8718]. For the past ninety day, the Deponent (Victim) has transmitted to all governmental 

10 agencies' respondents, not only the prerequisite and required infonnation, but a Volume (thousands of pages) 

11 of prerequisite information. Therefore, this Notice serves as a reiterated and a final Notice to sue. 

12 CIVIL LIABILITY ENFORCEMENT 

13 To date of this Notice, for the past twenty one years, virtually all Respondents have acted in concert as 

14 one massive group, structured to shield Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) from total investigation 

15 and prosecution, for all committed environmental crimes, and therefore PG&E has viewed all civil penalty as 

16 a corporate cost of doing business, and the cost was addressed therein PG&E's filings of quarterly and yearly 

17 reports with the U.S. Security and Exchange Commission, and the reported insignificant cost, less than 0.1 %, 

18 was enticing investors to further invest in PG&E, being and Investor Owned Utilities corporation (IOU). 

19 All such acts of Respondents has caused massive irreparable harm to all Deponents, now· the Victims of 

20 Environmental Crimes. When government officials shields corporations' crimes, it triggers certain regime. 

21 CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT 

22 The major federal environmental laws have, as well, a criminal enforcement options and the Department 

23 of Justice must prosecute the violator. As many environmental crimes are committed by a person or group of 

24 persons acting in concert, corporate liability for environmental crimes will derive from the conduct of persons 

25 employed by the corporation, inclusive of persons within other companies contracted to perform certain work 

26 for the corporation, under the doctrine of"respondent superior", and/or by the conduct of their subsidiary or 
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1 otherwise affiliated with without criminal sanctions, causing, as well, monetary restitution's awards to 

2 victims of corporate crimes, the corporate environmental criminals will view environmental civil sanctions 

3 merely as a cost of doing business, which they can pass on to consumers, which is here the case, that is now 

4 implicating Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and the rest of the Respondents. 

5 THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ISSUE 

6 The Environmental Justice issue is the second issue, at-issue, during criminal sentencing. 

7 Environmental Justice issue will be raised through the "vulnerable victim" criteria for sentence enhancement, 

8 which is precisely and definitely the issue with this Deponent, who is a victim of corporate crime committed 

9 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, that includes those Respondents acting in concert with and those 

10 contributory to Environmental Jnstice crime. The State of California laws are parallel with these federal laws. 

11 To date of this Notice, PG&E's operations has caused all of the environmental crimes to the Victims from the 

12 town of Hinkley, CA 92347, and PG&E's realties were never tagged as SUPERFUND SITES, despite the 

13 massive violations of environmental laws committed by virtually all Respondents named herein this Notice, 

14 inclusive of violation of the U.S. Clean Water Act and California Proposition 65, Clean Drinking Water Act. 

15 All Deponents from the town of Hinkley, California 92347, are Victims of massive Environmental Injustice. 

16 All Deponents (Victims) from the town of Hinkley, Califomia 92347, are either on social security or on 

17 disability or otherwise in extreme poverty level due to either being unemployed or otherwise on low income. 

18 EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

19 Elected and appointed officials from local, state and federal governments are not immune from being 

20 sued, and invoking the Executive Privilege will not survive in any court in the USA, including but not limited 

21 to not surviving in the INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT Maanweg,l74, The Hague, The 

22 Netherlands Tel31 (0)70 515 8515, emphasizing "A1ticle 7 ofiCC: I). A person who planned, instigated, 

23 ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution of a crime 

24 referred to in articles 2 to 5 of the present Statute, shall be individually responsible for the crime. 

25 2). The official position of any accused person, whether as Head of State or Government or as a responsible 

26 Government official, shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment.)". 
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1 JURYTRIAL 

2 Deponents (Victims) will not tolerate their case being only decided.by the presiding judge, and by 

3 unjustifiably setting aside trial by a Jury, nor tolerating a presidingjudge acting out of jurisdiction , nor of 

4 presiding judge disregarding the issue that civil case must be deliberated by the Jury with the verdict(s) by the 

5 Jury. To again alleviate filings, such as Peremptory Challenges, escalating to reviews by Commission(s) on 

6 Judicial Performance, it will be in the best interest of justice to Jet each and every allegation being deliberated 

7 by the jury, and with verdict(s) by the jury, rather than disregarding that demand of the Deponent (Victim), 

8 and therefore ruling out of jurisdiction, again causing the Deponent (Victim) to reluctantly dismiss their case 

9 without prejudice, nor allowing a presiding judge to make mockery out of the judicial system by allowing 

10 Respondents to prejudicially hit the Deponents, and by ruling(s) only on the presiding judge's whim. 

11 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12 Deponent(s) ((Victim(s)) is/are either the remaining senior citizens, and/or those left behind, from the 

13 town of Hinkley, California 92341, with their children, now adults, who are residing in other states, other 

14 than California, or in other jurisdictions, due to their fear of becoming ilf by living in this, now a ghost town, 

15 and with massive poisoned realty and appmtenant ground drinking and for all other intensive purposes 

16 potable water, being the only source of water. Since now, based npon confession (huge written disclosure's 

17 report to the Water Board) by the PG&E's engineering consultancy finn ARCADIS, which ocCUlTed on 

18 October I, 2015, disclosing that there is massive poisoning of the ground drinking water within the aquifers 

19 beneath the town of Hinkley, CA 92347, with the PG&E's byproduct Uranium poisoning for the past there 

20 years, and there is similar pending disclosure that all aquifers are also poisoned with the PG&E's byproduct 

21 Arsenic, the Deponent(s) ((Victim( s )), has decided, since July of 2015, thereafter disclosure by three state 

22 certified analytical laboratories that all aquifers beneath all Deponents (Victims), inclusive beneath all owned 

23 by PG&E's real properties, in the town of Hinkley are also poisoned with either Arsenic and/or Uranium, 

24 to evacuated themselves far away from Hinkley, an be with their relatives and friends. That triggers 

25 "complete jurisdiction" and all lawsuits will be in many states and/or jurisdiction and in venues other than in 

26 the State of California and in others than County of San Bernardino, being the U.S. District Court's venues. 

27 -7-==~~~~~==~~~=-~~-----
FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

2!l JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 

OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 

SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $723,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 

IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 



1 LAWSUIT, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED, IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS: 

2 ARIZONA; NEVADA; UTAH; COLORADO; TEXAS; SOUTH CAROLINA; SAN DIEGO 

3 COUNTY; RIVERSIDE COUNTY; AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY. 

4 AS TO RESPONDENT(S): 

5 No.I: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

6 No. 2: Objection to all superfluous investigations and resultant report, construed as incomprehensible, 

7 vague and ambiguous, unjust and fraudulent enrichment. (Mr. Izbicki: There was never atomic bomb 

8 blown out in Hinkley, CA, that has caused elevated readings for Uranium) 

9 No.3. Paid by PG&E private company to distort facts and as an accomplice, committing crimes. 

10 No. 4 and 5: All as alleged therein all Volumes. 

11 No. 6, 7, 8, and 9: All as alleged therein all Volumes .. 

12 No. I 0: Avoidance to test the poisoned State of California Aquifers with Arsenic and Uranium. 

13 No. 11: Utmost disregard of all facts, causing extreme fraudulent taxation. 

14 No. 12: Failure to commence investigation of highly inappropriate activities of employee from the 

15 Regional Water Quality Control Board, and failure to disclose name of Water Board Manager. 

16 No. 13: Failure to commence investigation of inappropriate activities of government employees. 

17 No. 14: Intentional avoidance to disclose facts therein EIR and during construction operations. 

18 No. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20: All as alleged in all Volumes. 

19 No. 21, 22 and 23: Intentional avoidance to commence investigation ofPG&E's poisonous operations. 

20 No. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33: Avoidance to assist constituents and avoidance to 

21 intervene, regardless that there is no current lawsuits by the Deponents. 

22 No. 34 and 35: Concealment of facts. 

23 No. 36 and 37: Joumalist and news media propaganda to shield PG&E from liability I prosecution. 

24 No. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 and 50: Violation of U.S. TARP programs and laws. 

25 As to DOES I - 500: Upon discovery of all final facts and acts construed as accomplices in aiding and 

26 abating, including but not limited to acting in concert with PG&E and/or with any other Respondents. 

27 -8- ______________________________ _ 
FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 

28 JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23, 2015 
OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $723,000 AND NONECONOMIC, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 
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27 FINAL AND OFFICIAL NOTICE TO SUE IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, IN ANY 
JURISDICTION OTHER THAN IN THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ON DECEMBER 23,2015 

28 OR SOON THEREAFTER; FINAL NOTICE OF RESTITUTIONS SOUGHT FOR ECONOMIC LOSS 
SUSTAINED IN THE AMOUNT OF $723,000 AND NONECOMING, HEALTH INJURIES SUSTAINED 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $500,000, FROM ALL DEFENDANTS, INCLUDING THOSE CONTRIBUTORY 




